Introduction
Export diversification is defined as the change in the composition of a country's existing export mix (Alli, Alwang and Siegel, 1991) . Berthelemy and Chauvin (2000) suggests that a spread of production across various sectors of the economy is often referred to as export diversification. This literature acknowledges that there are two main dimensions through which export diversification can affect the long term growth of an economy. First is the horizontal diversification, which takes place within the same sector as movements from the primary to the secondary and tertiary sectors. This strategy suggests adjustment in the country's product by adding new competitive product to existing ones (Samen, 2010) . The second dimension is called the vertical approach, which demands shifting from primary to secondary or tertiary sectors through the efficient processing of domestically manufactured goods. Studies have shown that this strategy has a key advantage which helps a country to expand its market for raw materials through growth and exchange rate stability.
While it is expected that export growth will reduce the pressure on exchange rate fluctuation and import shocks, as well as contribute to employment and long term growth, it is equally recognized that export diversification is contrary to the earlier justification of traditional trade that submitted concentration in place of diversification (Smith, 1937 , Ricardo, 1963 , Heckescher, 1935 , Jones, 1956 , Harbeler 1936 and Samuelson, 1939 . The current economic realities in Nigeria has clearly shown that there is no reason to believe that concentration is required for any meaningful economic growth. As it were, it has become increasingly recognized that concentration constraints growth of export produce, and exposes a country to increased instability in export earnings, which equally exposes the economy to exogenous shock (Shobande and Alimi, 2015) . The volatility of this economic exposure on exchange rate, interest rate, and income, can be mitigated through export diversification by expanding and spreading resource allocation to accommodate various sectors with a view to improve stability and economic performance as well as guaranteeing long term growth that will translate to marginal improvement on welfare/income per person in a country.
Meanwhile, the specialization/concentration related resource potential in terms of resource distribution and cost effectiveness implication cannot be ignored. Developing countries like Nigeria seeking diversification, are likely to contend with two major issues: First is the behindthe-border issue, which involves the ability of these countries to effectively use their domestic resources to diversify and develop new products without compromising the existing ones. Secondly is the beyond-the-border issue which is the issue of market accessibility as well as protectionism. In contending with these issues, there are some basic questions that need urgent attention: (i) Is the current economic climate favorable enough to enhance increase in sectorial output growth? (ii) What is the extent to which reducing transaction costs and improving local business condition, fosters export diversification? (iii) Third, is whether the Evidently, Nigeria's major export in the pre 1960s and early 1970 were non-oil agricultural produce. Interestingly, the breakthrough in oil production in 1958 caused a paramount shift from the traditional focus to crude oil. Remarkably, increase proportional increase in total export of oil produce made it a dominant export commodity. It is well documented that in the 1970-1985, crude oil accounted for 93% of the total export; which increased to 96.0% between 1986 and 1998. Similarly, the share of non-oil export in total export declined from an average of 7% from 1970-1985 to 4% between 1986 and 1998 and dropped further to 2.4% from [1999] [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] . Within this period, the non-export category of cocoa accounted for the largest share of export (Mordi, Englama and Adebusuyi; 2010 and Anyanwu, Oyefusi, Oaikhenan, and Dimowo, 1997) . A flash back at 1970s indicated that cocoa exports as a proportion of total non-oil export averaged 61% during the period. On the other hand, the share of cocoa declined to about 30% with a slightly marginal increase of about 45% between 1986 and 1987 (Mordi, Englama and Adebusuyi; 2010 and Anyanwu, Oyefusi, Oaikhenan, and Dimowo, 1997) . Part of the explanation of this marginal increase was due to backdrop of trade liberalization and exchange rate regimes of that period which saw some of the nonoil export sector and traditional product such as palm oil, groundnut, ginger, and skins remaining unimpressive and volatile. Paradoxically, the major traditional export tradable that served as the drivers of the economies such as palm oil and groundnut that are available in larger economic of scale in 1960 have become a major imported product of the country.
Rising from the above, is the problem of understanding the extent to which various sectorial productivity has contributed to the growth of the Nigerian economy. In other words, is there any linkage between export concentration, and various sectorial output share (Agricultural, manufacturing, and service sector) on growth performance? This is the thrust of this paper. Essentially, this study examines how export concentration indicators can be tailored to stimulate growth. It identifies the most effective sectorial output transmission mechanism channel that can improve the economic performance of the Nigerian economy. This research will enhance a better and deeper understanding of the interrelationship among various sectorial units, as well as the investment channel that better stimulates the economy.
The rest of this paper is divided into five sections. Section 2 shows the stylized fact on the structure and composition of Nigeria export and import, section 3 provides a summary of the theoretical framework and literature review. This is followed by the analytical framework and methodological approaches articulated in section 4. The main results of the s tudy are presented in section 5 while section 6 concludes the study with a summary of the main results and policy suggestions. 
Stylized Fact on the Structure of Import and Export in Nigeria
Nigeria's major exports in the pre 1960s and early 1970s were non-oil agricultural produce. Oil export began in 1958 and over the years, the proportion of crude oil exports in total exports had increased remarkably to become the dominant export commodity (Mordi, Englama and Adebusuyi, 2010) . From 1986 to 2000, the non-oil export performance has remained largely unimpressive, even though by category its expanded to include non-traditional, commodities such as fish and shrimps, cocoa, cotton yarn, pineapples, etc. In the manufacturing sub sector, export soap/detergent, textiles, pharmaceuticals and beverages. Ironically, Nigeria that is the major exporter of palm oil is now a major importer of the commodity. This is due to slowly and regrettable development and disappearance of palm oil, groundnut, ginger, hides and skin.
In terms of value, the Nigeria total export on the average was below #500 million as at 1960. Between 1970s and 1980s, there was substantial increase in the value to #14,184.62 million due to increase in crude export earnings. Between 1990 and 2010, the average export earning stood at #1,867 billion. Remarkably, between 2010 and 2015, the export earnings increase by #6,603 billion.
In terms of the structure of import in Nigeria, significant shift in the composition since 1970s was experienced both in raw materials, capital and consumer goods in total. In terms of demand composition, this often determined by domestic policies and exchange rate fluctuation. Between 1980 and 1996, the is a significant increase in the import of consumer goods as well as capital due to import liberalization policy that was adopted. In term of import value, between 1970 and 1980, the total value of import stood at #11,723 million. Between 1990 and 2010, there was a significant increase in its value to #13, 214 million. Evide ntly, despite the continued policy focus with objective of increasing the value of export or balance the disparity between in import prove otherwise. Part of the explanation is that Nigeria is a consuming and not producing drive economy. Several policy initiatives, both at the national and state levels, have been suggested and implemented as part of effort to increase or diversify the structure of export in Nigeria but the effectiveness of this policies remained a debate. Figure 1a below shows the trend in the growth of export, import and real gross domestic product in Nigeria. From 1980 to 2016, it appears from the figure that there has been a significant increase in the value of import as compare to the growth rate as well as import composition. While the growth on average has not been impressive since there are clearly signal that the growth experience is not stable during this period. In terms of the contribution of import to GDP a negative trend is experience so far. Figure 1a . Analysis of Export and Import and GDP in Growth in Nigeria, 1980 Source: CBN Statistical Bulletin, 2016 and World Development Indicators, 2016 Figure 1b shows the graphical linkage between the contribution of import and export to GDP between 1980 and 2016. The average % contribution of import to GDP between 1980 and 1985 stood at 7.5% while that of export stood at 17.39% accompany by average growth rate of 8.3% during the period. As at 1990 and 2000, average % contribution of import to GDP 12.3% compare to export which is 51.7% accompany by 7.7% growth. Between 2010 and 2016, the average % contribution of import to GDP shows a negative trend of 10.3% accompany by 19.6% export contribution with 5.5 growth rate.
Clearly, this figure is not remarkable since the period review shows high level of policy inconsistencies leading to high import of consumer goods and foreign exchange depreciation along with exogenous shock from the windfall in crude oil which is the major export of the country. 
Literature review
At this present time our knowledge export and its effects on growth, is unfortunately, speculative. While there are theoretical reasons for having confidence in export concentration potentially could, and possibly even should, have had important implications on both sectorial and structural transformation on policy making that will stimulate long term growth. Few studies have been able to successfully document the impact of export diversification on growth with little confusion on the benefits as well as the export transmission mechanism to which growth can be sustained. Some studies on export diversification and growth have mostly concentrated on the short-run and long-run dynamics of the relationships (see Sanjay Matadeen, (2011); Godwin and Ubong, (2015) ; Arip et al (2010); Caroline et al (2014)). Sanjay (2011) investigates the relationship between export diversification and economic growth in Mauritius for the period 1980-2008, using the Johansen co-integration and Vector error correction model and concluded that sustaining export diversification is crucial for economic growth in Mauritius. The findings of Sajay (2011) were consistent with Arip et al (2010) examining the relationship between export diversification and economic growth during period 1980-2007 in Malaysia. These researchers' results suggest that Malaysia has to diversify its export in order to reach a sustainable growth.
Conversely, most studies on export Concentration and growth in Nigeria documented instructive result. Onodugo, Ikpe and Anowor (2013) in their study on the short-run and longrun dynamics of non-export production on economic growth with specific interest in economic diversification noted that there is a very weak and infinite small impact of non -oil export on economic growth in Nigeria. This is consistent with Nwachukwu (2014) who also observed that infrastructure bears a negative relationship with the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) as credit from commercial bank and tariffs have positive effect on economic growth in Nigeria. Godwin and Ubong (2015) analyzed the extent to which export diversification can influence economic growth in Nigeria and showed that diversifying the Nigerian economy can encourage large scale industrialization of the non-oil sector. Lederman and Maloney (2003) while examining the relationship between trade structure and econometric growth found that countries which have a lot of natural resources grow more slowly because of export concentration rather than dependence on natural resources per se In spite of the relative importance of the subject of export diversification, research on its empirical determination, measurement and econometric modeling can at best be described as inadequate. Even more lacking is sufficient understanding of the normative and positiv e underpinnings of the notion in relative to the quest for economic growth fundamentals and implication for different approach. This study uses more elegant approach. It bridges the gap in the area of looking at sectorial export concentration and its impac ted on economic growth in Nigeria by using the vector autoregressive model to determine the channel of transmission mechanism among them. With VAR the impulse response tests were used to examine the relevant sectorial variables to change in export concentration indicators.
Theoretical Framework and Methodology

Theoretical framework
Economic literature has clearly shown that in a market economy, there are two possible channel through which export can affect economic growth; through it effect on output, and the level of investments (Oladipo, 2017 and Hinlo and Arranguez, 2017) . While, export can directly affect economic growth by creating distortions, thus leading to loss of output (Oladipo, 2017; Gudeta and Arero, 2017 and Wondemu and Potts, 2016) , and can directly affect output by affecting the level of investment (Oladipo, 2017) . As it were, the channel to which export affects growth still remained controversial, therefore, this study redresses the imbalance in the literature by investigating the transmission channel to which export concertation affects economic growth in Nigeria.
Methodology
Following the work of Wondemu and Potts (2016) adapted by Gudeta and Arero (2017) , extended by Oladipo (2017) our model used a VAR framework in assessing the relative impact of export concentration on economic growth in Nigeria.
Denoting these, eight endogenous variables is considered and specified as follows: Yt = f(Per capital income, Export concentration, Population growth rate, Investment per capita, Openness to trade per capita, Manufacturing output per capita, Agricultural output per capita, Service output per capita)
(1)
Econometric Techniques
Unit roots Test
The Augmented Dickey Fuller (ADF) unit root test was adopted in this study to test the stationarity of each of the variables. The null hypothesis was that the variable was non stationary. If the values of the ADF statistic was less than or equal to the critical value, then the null hypothesis was rejected and it can be inferred that the variable was stationary at conventional level. The expression for the unit root is given as follows. It is important to include the lags of the dependent variable in equation 1 to eliminate autocorrelation. The hypothesis for stationarity and non-stationarity are expressed in terms of . When = 0, it implies that series is not stationary, hence it has unit root.
Vector Autoregressive (VAR) Model
In this study, applied Vector Auto regressive VAR model is employed for the empirical framework; first, a standard reduced-form VAR model is expressed as follows:
Where represents the Vector of endogenous variables, is a vector of constant, ∅ denotes the matrices of autoregressive coefficients and is a vector of white noise processes. Cointegration of two or more variables implies a long term or equilibrium relationship among them, given by their stationary linear combination. Equation (3) can be appropriately transformed into a vector Error Correction (VEC) model given in equation (3) as:
Furthermore, equation (3) gives the Vector Error Correction (VEC) representation of equation (4) which can be estimated using the Johansen (1991) maximum likelihood procedure.
Where ∆ is the first difference operator, is a ( * 1) random vector of time series variables with order of integration equal to one I(1), is a ( * 1) vector of constants, are ( * ) matrices of parameters, is a sequence of zero -mean P-dimensional white noise vectors, and is a ( * ) matrix of parameters, ranked of which contains information about long run relationships among variables. If the reduce rank, implying that = ′ , the variables are cointegrated , with as the cointegrating vector. If the variables were stationary in levels, would have full rank. The cointegration rank in this study is conducted using maximum eigenvalue and trace tests. The asymptotic critical values are given in Johansen and Juselius (1990) and Mackinnon-Haug -Michel is (1999).
In addition, impulse response function and forecast error variance decomposition (FEVD) were used in analyzing the interrelationships among the variable chosen in the equation. The impulse response function was response of all variables in the model to a one-unit structural shock to one variable in the model. The impulse response was plotted on the T -axis with the period from initial shock on the X-axis. The FEVD measured the proportion of movement in a sequence attributed to its own shock to distinguished it from movements attributed to shocks Shobande, O.A. (2018 The data were sourced from World Development Index (2016). Table 1 summaries the descriptive features of the time series data. The study used the Impulse Response Functions (IRFs) to generalized shocks and forecasted error variance decompositions (FEVDs) to separates variations in an endogenous variable into the component shocks of the VAR model. The VAR framework assumes that the unit root of the data series was at first difference and there is no long-run relationship among the variables. Scholars such as Sims (1980) and Doan (1992) showed that differencing a variable may suppress important information while providing no valuable merit. Hence, the VAR analysis is conducted using variables at their levels rather than at first difference, although they all have unit roots.
Econometric Analysis
Unit root test
The results of the unit root and stationarity are presented in this section. For the purpose of this study, the Augmented Dickey Fuller (ADF) test is employed. Table 2 reports the results. The unit root tests result confirmed that all the series are largely stationary at first difference (i.e. I(1) at 1% significance level). Shobande, O.A. (2018 
Results of Impulse Response Analysis
This section presents the results of the contemporaneous response of real GDP per capita to Cholesky one square variances shocks on export concentration and other indicators such as population growth, investment per capita, openness to trade per capita, agriculture output per capita, manufacturing output per capita and service output per capita. Figure 2a show that as shocks in export concentration rise, the response of real GDP per capita was negative in the first period and later reacts positively throughout the remaining periods. This is also similar to the response of real GDP per capita to shocks in population growth per capita but a marginal decrease was recorded from the seventh period to tenth period. Likewise, the response of agriculture output to real GDP per capita was positive in the first three periods, declined till to the fourth period which later maintain parallel slope all through the following periods. The response of real GDP per capita was negative for the first three periods, rises till the fifth period which later reacts negatively to seventh period and parallel in the latter periods as shocks in manufacturing output per capita arise. The shocks in investment per capita, openness per capita and service output per capita do not cause a significant response of real GDP per capita. Figure 2b presents the contemporaneous response of export concentration to Cholesky one squares variances shocks on macroeconomic indicators such as real GDP per capita , population growth, investment per capita, openness to trade per capita, agriculture output per capita, manufacturing output per capita and service output per capita. The shocks in real output per capital made export concentration to rise for the first two periods which later turn negative in the latter periods. A similar movement was also noticed from shocks in both population growth and agriculture output per capita. It was however otherwise for shocks in investment per capita as export concentration responds negatively in the first three periods turns positive till the sixth period and return to its initial position for the remaining periods. The shocks in both per capita openness to trade and manufacturing outputs made export concentration to rise in the first quarter of the periods, turn parallel to the sixth periods and later maintain a positive position marginally in the latter periods. The response of export concentration was negative for the first quarter which later maintain positive marginally for the remaining periods. The shock within export concentration and how it responded to it was negative from the first to the third period, turned positive to the fifth period and changes back to negative till the tenth period. It implies that concentration of export trade in a particular sector causes instability in the economic activities of trade in Nigeria. 
Variance Decomposition Results
This section presents the variance decomposition as it separates the variation in an endogenous variable into the component shocks of the VAR model. Table II presents the variance decomposition of real output per capita to innovation shocks from export concentration and other macroeconomic indicators such as population growth, investment per capita, openness to trade per capita and sectoral output per capita (agriculture output per capita, manufacturing output per capita and service output per capita). The second column labelled "S.E." contains the forecast error of the variable at a given forecast horizon. The source of this forecast error is the variation in the current and future values of the innovations to each endogenous variable in the VAR. The other columns for each of the macroeconomic variables give the percentage of the forecast variance due to each innovation, with each row adding up to 100. income, agricultural output shocks contributed the highest with 93.14% followed by manufacturing output shocks with 3.44% and service outputs shocks with 3.44%. 
Diagnostic Tests
The estimated VAR model is tested for heteroscedasticity, serial correlation, functional form misspecification, parameter stability and normality. Table 5 showed the results for the diagnostic tests. Authors' computation (2017) .
The estimated VAR model revealed that the model passed the serial correlation, normal test, heteroscedasticity Ramsey RESET tests, that is the error terms are uncorrelated, normally distributed, same variance and the model is not mis-specified. Thus, they were satisfactory for the VAR model.
Discussion of the results
The study confirms the evidence that export have not increase significantly and remained concentrated in one sectorial unit than the other. The productive capacity also shows that investment is relative low than expected. Clearly addressing the issue of declining infrastructure investment, particularly transport infrastructure (air/sea port, and roads) are necessary condition for favorable trade environment. Addressing the issue of growing population need to be considered. As observed from the results their significant evidence that the share of population shocks and that of output shock demand urgent attention given the important as economic indicators crucial for export performance to increase. Shobande, O.A. (2018 
Conclusion and Policy Recommendation
The objective of this study was to examine how export concentration instruments can be tailored towards promoting economic growth in Nigeria. Specifically, it identifies the most effective export transmission channel that can improve the sectorial contribu tion to enhance investment and trigger long term growth in Nigeria. This study is significant because it bridges a wide gap between current state of knowledge about the benefit and pattern of export concentration and the recent economic reality in Nigeria. The estimated results show that Agricultural and Manufacturing sectors account for about 93.3 percent and 3.4 percent of the total shock causing the variation in economic growth in Nigeria. To this end, the analysis shows that relying on only the Agricultural sector to influence the level of output, certainly may not generate the desired level of economic growth.
Some notable policy implication can be drawn based on the conclusions from the empirical results. First, this study points clearly to the significant role of policy intervention to rescue both agricultural and manufacturing sector structural and institutional reforms, and efficient resource allocation, provision of fund as well as infrastructural development. Second, the empirical results clearly show that export led growth is only possible in context of complementary public investment in both development of agricultural and manufacturing sectors.
Suggestion for Further Studies
The study investigated the impact of export concentration on econom ic growth in Nigeria as such it's a country specific rather than cross countries analysis. While, future focus of export studies can concentrate on Sub-Saharan African countries tailored to the key determinants of export performance will further revealed nature of export demand from individual countries as well as the nature of pricing policies adopted.
